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OBSERVATIONS AND CORRESPONDENCE, 


&e. &C. &C. 





SHortuy after the termination of the Conference of 
THE EvANGELICAL ALLIANCE, lately held in London, 
my attention was drawn to the subject by a gentleman 

who is a member of the Alliance, and who, in a note 
_ addressed to me, complains of the harsh terms whieh 
_ have been applied to. the conduct of that body, as 
respects slavery. He says— 

“1 am able to place before you two facts. 

* Fact I. With reference to the past. A slave-hold- 
ing minister was refused entrance either into membership 
or conference of the Alliance, for the sole reason that he 
held slaves. 

* Fact II. With reference to the future. The organi- 
zation of the Alliance has been scrupulously arranged to 
meet the anti-slavery feelimg, and for the purpose of 
guarding us against the introduction of slave-owners. 
I demand that we be treated as sincere in the second, 
because of the proor of sincerity afforded by the first.” 
_ ~ Having seen the report of a public meeting in Bristol, 

on the 7th October, at which Mr. George Thompson 
had given a detailed history of the proceedings of the 
Evangelical Alliance, with reference to the verata questio 
of slavery, I sent it, after carefully, and I hope candidly, 
examining the whole, to my friend; at ‘the same 
time begging him to state whether any, and what, parts 
of the history therein given were ‘untrue, or exaggerated, 
or in any way misrepresented,” assuring him that, if he 
would furnish me with his “ proofs, or reasons for be- 
lieving, that an incorrect impression had been conveyed,”’ 
I would, if he desired it, ask for an explanation on the 
disputed points. In reply, this gentleman acknowledges 
the receipt of my letter and its inclosures, and says,— 
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“TI do not see that they, in any way, invalidate my 
former note; and, in confirmation of my views, I 
beg to call your attention to an article in the Universe 
of the 9th instant, and a letter of Dr. Wardlaw on the 
subject. I may say that the editor of that paper has 
long been a prominent mover in the British and Foreign 
Anti-Siavery Society ; and Dr. Wardlaw has always been 
uncompromising in his anti-slavery principles. I am 
happy to know that my opinions as to the safe position 
of the Alliance, on this subject, are sustained by such 
powerful minds and upright hearts.” : 

On the 22d October I wrote as follows :—‘*T hav 
read the extracts which you have sent me from the 
Universe paper, and I am sorry that they only confirm 
the views which I had previously entertained. I will 
confine myself to two points, and I shall then not trouble 
you further, as I fear we must agree to differ, which I, 
for my part, will do ina friendly spirit. 

First.--When, at the conference in London, the pre- 
liminary resolution was brought forward (stating of 
whom the Alliance should consist) the Rev. Howard 
Hinton proposed “ that the words not being slave-holders 
be inserted.” The American members of the Alliance 
opposed it. Again, when the report drawn up by the 
committee of forty-five members of the Alliance, 
was presented, an amendment was moved * That, 
whereas it is impossible for this Conference to legislate 
for particular cases or exceptions, no slave-holder be 
admitted to any branch of the Alliance.” 

Here were two opportunities for the Conference to 
assume, what appears to me, the only ‘‘ SAFE position ;” 
but the American brethren opposed this amendment, and 
the Conference acted in accordance with their opposition, 
by banishing all reference to their own opimions (as a 
body) upon the subject of slavery, from their published 
proceedings, and, in my mind, holding no position, save 
that of appearing to the world tacitly to acquiesce in the 
declaration of the thirty-two American ministers, on the 
28th of August, ‘That the Conference had no right to 
entertain the question of slavery.’ Indeed, when the 
Conference re-assembled on Monday, the 31st August, 
a protest was sent in, dissenting from the minute on 
slavery adopted by the Conference on the previous Satur- 
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'day,—signed, among others, by the Rev. Dr. Thomas 
Smyth, of Charleston ; and this brings me to my second 
point, to which I will now advert. 

The Rev. Dr. Wardlaw’s letter (for which, also, I am 
indebted to you,) includes, with other, to me very 
startling, assumptions, the point-blank assertion, ‘‘ That 
when the Alliance was formed, it contained zo slave- 
holders.” 

How. then, does the Conference account for the fact, 
That the Rev. Dr. Smyth was not allowed to sit in 
the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in 
Treland, upon the ground of his being a slave-holder’’? 
It would appear from Dr. Wardlaw’s letter (in which he 
introduces a perilous distinction between ‘ British Chris- 
tianity°’ and ‘American Christianity,’) that the different 
branches of the Alliance, according to the existing reso- 
lution, are, in their organisation and responsibility, 
entirely independent of one another: that no act of the 
American brethren can become the act of the Alliance 
without the recognition of its other branches. If, there- 
fore, they are found to introduce slave-holders into the 
communion of the Alliance, in their branch of it, we 
are neither answerable for the act, nor bound by it.” 

Allow me to ask, Jf we does not, here, mean the 
Alliance, whom does it mean? What is meant by we 
not bemg answerable for the act of the American breth- 
ren, nor bound by it, when it is surely notorious that, by 
the influerice of some sivty American members, the other 
members of the Conference, said to be upwards of 
eleven hundred, were induced to reject the proposition, 
‘That no slaveholder be admitted to any branch of the 
Alliance?’ “The American brethren,”’ says Dr. Ward- 
law, “pleaded that they might be permitted to act out 
their principles, on their return from this country, as 
Americans, without the imputation and suspicion of 
British influence.” 

Alas! my good friend !—where could they have com- 
menced acting out their principles—so valuably—so 
efficiently for anti-slavery objects,—so nobly for them- 
selves, as in this country, and on this occasion? Where 
could they have offered so striking and influential a 
pledge that they would, in their own country, act out 
the principles to which (before that great assemblage of 
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different nations) they had fearlessly declared their ad- 
herence in our’s ? 

Dr. Wardlaw says, ‘“‘The American brethren, there- 
fore, are upon their trial.” Certainly,—they have been 
TRIED; and I wish that J could feel as well satisfied as 
you appear to be, with the resulé of that trial. I sin- 
cerely regret that, on the contrary, 1am compelled to 
come to the same decision as the Rev. EK. Thoresby,— 
who must be admitted to be a competent and unpre- 
judiced witness, ‘‘ having been himself formerly a member 
of the body. The conviction upon his mind was, that 
the Alliance had compromised their true position, and 
had lost the finest opportunity, that in all probability 
would ever occur, to deal a death-blow to slavery in its 
stronghold. He could not, after its proceedings, longer 
remain a member of the Evangelical Alliance, from which 
he had seceded, solely on account of its conduct in respect 
to slavery.” 

I trust that I have discussed this question in a calm 
and respectful manner; and 7f the American brethren 
shall, in their own country, act out their principles (7. e. 
the principles of “ British christianity” in respect of sla- 
very), no one will honour them more—no one will rejoice 
more, than yours very truly. 

On the 24th October, I wrote as follows :—“<I have 
some thoughts of publishing the enclosed letter (of 22d 
instant) in a London weekly paper, with my name. If 
I should decide upon taking this step, would you wish 
to write an answer, to appear in the same publication ?” 

I received from my correspondent a note, under date 
of 2nd November (apologising for having been unable to 
reply sooner), fromwhich I send the following extracts :— 
“I do not wish to be dragged into public controversy. 
Others have entered on the discussion with my views, _ 
and they are far more competent than I to deal with the 
matter. My two facts; on which I rest my justification, 
remain unaffected by the declamation by which they have 
been assailed. Dr. Wardlaw seems to me to mean what 
I mean, viz. :—That, if an organisation of the Alliance 
_do any act at variance with the convictions of the aggre- 
gate of the Alliance, it is, provisionally, temporarily, and 
solely, the act of the organisation, which the aggregate 
may disallow and nullify, and therefore the Alliance, in 
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its proper capacity, is not responsible for such act, unless 
nor until, it has approved and made that act its own.” 

I have thus endeavoured to do justice to my friend, 
and to the Evangelical Alliance. That we differ—I fear 
irreconcileably—will at once be perceived. J can, by no 
means, understand, what seems to me, the fine distinction 
by which a minority of persons, met together with others 
to form an Alliance, shall not be dealt with as are mino- 
rities on all similar occasions, but shail be allowed to 
speak—argue—persuade—vote in the general assembly ; 
and, at the same time, be considered a distinct organisa- 
tion, whose act may be entirely independent of the 
majority—for which act the majority is not responsible, 
and by which it is not bound. Suppose a division to 
have been fairly taken upon the resolution, “That no 
slave-holder be admitted to any branch of the Alliance ;” 
and that the numbers were as two to one, (would it not 
have been more nearly fen to one?) in favour of such 
resolution! There would then have been neither doubt 
nor difficulty. And if the American members were not 
prepared to abide by the decision of the majority, I hope 
it is not unfair, nor uncharitable, in me to think that 
they were not justified in attending the Conference, and 
still less in taking any part in its proceedings. 

As I'am about to conclude this great trespass upon 
the patience of my readers, by giving some extracts of 
a letter to Dr. Wardlaw, from Mr. Henry C. Wright, of 
Philadelphia, in evidence of the presence of slave-holders 
in the Conference, I wish to say a few words respecting 
those gentlemen who are, at present, the prominent 
leaders of the Anti-Slavery League. 

In the belief that the American churches are the 
main Upholders of slavery,—the chief Obstacles to eman- 
cipation,—that ‘‘ when (as a late writer, Mr. Abdy, has 
said) we root out slavery from the United States, it will 
not long poison the atmosphere of Brazil and the West 
Indies,’—I entirely agree with Mr. George Thompson. 

In the belief that the most. efficacious, if not only, 
mode of eonverting the Ministers of the American 
‘churches from Advocates into Abolitionists is, by this 
peaceful protest, this moral action upon their hearts and 
minds, by other countries, and, eminently, by the gospel 
ministers of those countries—(so long as we FEEL, and 
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ACT, towards them in the sprit of the example afforded 
to us by our Saviour)—I entirely agree with Mr. 
Thompson. | 

But, I do xo¢ approve of, nor sympathise with, the 
extreme severity of language which has been used by 
the leaders of the Anti-Slavery League. I deleve it can 
do no good ;+~-I know that it has done much harm. The 
Liverpool Anti-Slavery Society, of which I have been a 
member for upwards of thirty years, has been looked 
upon coldly by the committee of the London society, 
merely because, so far as I know or can ascertain, they. 
have formed their own opinions, and acted upon their 
own conscientious convictions ;~which have not always 
been in accordance with those of the London committee. 
On the other hand, Mr. Thompson says to me—“I 
regret that not one of all with whom I have associated 
i the cause, in Liverpool, was on the platform at our 
meeting.” 

After stating my regret that such should be the case 
(not without being irresistibly reminded of the fable of 
the Old Man and his Ass) I said, “ But we did not go 
out from you. On the contrary, you (why I have never 
yet clearly understood) have shaken yourselves loose 
from us. JI do not presume to blame you for, as it 
appears to me, making no effort to reconcile such dif- 
ferences as may conscientiously exist between you and 
anti-slavery Societies ; nor, for assuming the title of the 
Anti-Slavery League, thereby drawing a line of demar- 
cation and division. I doubt not that whatever you do 
is done under a strong sense of duty, and for the sole 
purpose of furthering the cause to which you have de- 
voted your powerful energies. But I feel—as do many 
of our best and truest members—that you have no 
right to expect ws to leave the standard under which 
we have so long ranged ourselves, and,—as if we were 
ashamed of it,—to attend meetings summoned under 
another title. I, at least, will not, by even the trifling 
act of attendance of one (most unimportant) individual, © 
contribute my mite to the growing impression,—that 
there is a split among anti-slavery men,—that the Society 
is breaking up,—that the League is now the only earnest 
body,—and that i¢ is too ultra and too violent to hold 
long together. 1 Anow that these unjust, and very in- 
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jurious, impressions are produced by this unhappy sepa- 
ration, and it grieves me deeply.” 

In the foregoing letter to Mr. Thompson, the contents 
of which I communicated personally to Mr. Wm. Lloyd 
Garrison and Mr. Henry C. Wright, I expressed my 
sincere admiration of the great ability, the moral intre- 

- pidity, the praiseworthy zeal, and untiring perseverance 
in the holy cause of universal freedom, of these gentle- 
men, and of Mr. Frederick Douglas, whom I had not 
the desired pleasure of seeing; and I now repeat this 
expression of my feelings, for I am anxious that both 
sides of this question also should be before the Public. 


RICHD. RATHBONE. 
- Woodcroft, Liverpool, Nov. 12, 1846. 
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NOTES. 


Consecutive account of the Motions and Amendments proposed and 
seconded at the Conference of the Evangelical Alliance on the sub-= 
ject of slavery, extracted from the report of a public meeting, held 
at Bristol, on the 7th October, 1846. This account was submitted 
to a Member of the Evangelical Alliance, by whom its general 
correctness, as a history, has not been impugned. 

The question of slavery was not touched by the Evangelical 
Alliance until Friday, 28th August. On that day, the Rev. Dr. 
Schmucker, of New York, moved, and the Rev. Dr. Bunting, of 
the English Wesleyan Body, seconded the following Resolution :— 

“ That the Alliance shall consist of those persons in all parts of 
the world, who shall concur in the principles and objects adopted 
by the Conference, it being understood that such person appears 
as a Christian, in his own individual capacity.” 

The Rev. Howard Hinton, of the Baptist denomination, moved, 
and the Rev. Joshua V. Himes, of the United States, seconded the 
following amendment :— ; 

‘¢ That, in the first clause, after the words ‘those persons’ oc- 
curring in the early part of that clause, the words ‘not being 
slave-holders’ should be inserted.” 

This amendment was debated till late on Friday night. They 
then referred the whole matter to a highly respectable committee 
of forty-five of the most eminent men of the Alliance. They met 
at eight on Saturday morning, 29th August, and divided into 
three committees, —Continental, Atlantic, and British. They sat 
all day: at last, it was agreed to bring to the Conference the fol- 
lowing report :— 

‘¢ And, in respect especially to the system of slavery, and every 
other form of oppression, in any country, the Alliance are unani- 
mous in deploring them, as in many ways obstructing the progress 
of the gospel; and express their confidence that no branch will 
admit, to membership, slave-holders who, by their own fault, con- 
tinue in that position,—retaining men in slavery, from regard to 
their own interests.” 

This report was brought up, and was almost unanimously 
adopted ; but it did not please the Americans, who went away and 
consulted together, and came to the almost unanimous determina- 
tion that they would not have that resolution. 

(It should be stated that, on the very first day when the subject 
was named, viz., Friday, 28th August, thirty-two American Minis- 
ters got together, and dissented trom the whole proceedings of 
the Alliance on the subject of slavery, declaring that the Confer- 
ence had no right to entertain the question at all. ) 

When the report (of the committee of forty-five) was brought 
up, the Rev. John Nelson and James Standfield, Esq., both of 
Belfast, moved and seconded an Amendment, 

“¢ That, whereas it is impossible for this Conference to legislate 
for particular cases or exceptions, no slave-holder be admitted to 
any branch of the Alliance.” ; 
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On Monday, 3lst August, the Conference re-assembled, and 
one party sent in a Protest as follows :— . 

‘“* The undersigned request that their names may be entered as 
dissenting from the minute on the subject of slavery, adopted by 
the Conference on Saturday evening last.” 

This protest was signed by twelve members of the Conference, 
including the Rev. Dr. Thomas Smyth of Charleston, who came 
from America, and presented himself before the General Assembly 
of the Presbyterian Church in Ireland. He was not allowed to 
sit in that Assembly, solely on the ground that he was a slave- 
holder, and because of his known slave-holding propensities and 

ractices. This man came, rejected by that Assembly, to the 

vangelical Alliance, and was there admitted. He was indefati- 
gable in the Conference, endeavouring to circumvent every eifort 
to obtain a recognition of the claims of the slaves. 

In the morning of Monday, 3lst August, the Rev. Dr. Bunting 
moved, the Rev. Dr. Schmucker seconded, and the Rev. J. H. 
flinton supported a Motion, 

“To put the resolution on slavery among the miscellaneous pro- 
ceedings, and not under the head of general organization.” 

Whereupon Justice Crampton moved, and Thomas Farmer se- 
conded a Motion, 

“* That everything which related to slavery should be rescinded.” 

At last the Hon. and Rev. Baptist Wriothesley Noel moved, and 
Dr. Beecher seconded a Motion— 

“‘To refer the whole matter to the consideration of a large 
committee.” 

’ That committee met on Tuesday (Ist September), and brought 
up to the Conference a Recommendation— 

“That the whole which had been done on the question of 
slavery should be rescinded,” 

And the whole that had been done on that matter was rescinded 
accordingly. 





Extracts from Mr. H.C. Wright’s Letter of the 8rd October to the 
; Rev. Dr, Wardlaw. 


Sir,—According to your own showing, you ought at once to 
withdraw from the Evangelical Alliance. \ou say, in your letter 
to the Editor of the Patriot, dated October 8th, that “if the 
Alliance does indeed: consist, in whole, or in part, of those who 
would maintain slavery, I at once admit the justice of the conclu- 
sion, that no consistent anti-slavery man can remain a member of 
this so-called Evangelical Alliance. J, for one, could not remain a 
member of it one hour.” But you say “it (the Alliance) has 
nothing to do with slavery or slave-holders. When the Alliance 
wes Jormen, it contained no slave-holders. If it did, point them 
out !” : 

When the Alliance was formed, it did contain slave-holders— 
known and acknowledged slave-holders. 

Proof.—Sir Culling Eardly Smith said, ‘ It was only last week 
that one of the most Christian men in London, a member of the 
Ewangelical Alliance, and one of its most useful members too, 
came to me, and stated his case. He said, ‘I am a member and a 
director of a Brazilian Mining Company. That company uses 
the only labour which is to be found in Brazil. We are able only 
to employ the labour of slaves; in fact, we are slave-owners.’ ”” 

It is a well-known fact, which he will not deny, that the Rev. 
Thomas Smyth, D.D., of Charleston, South Carolina, is a slave- 
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holder to all intents and purposes. His wife holds slaves; his 
father-in-law, with whom he lives, owns slaves ; he hires slaves, 
paying the price of their labour to their masters ; he is waited on 
by slaves. Dr. Thomas Smyth was a leading and an_ honoured 
member of the Alliance when it was formed, and still is a 
member. ; 

Dr. Olin recently declared, in the Methodist Conference in New 
York, ‘‘ Others may doubt their right to hold slaves; J do not. 
Those who say that slave-holders have no right to hold slaves 
may be good men, but they are bad Methodists. I was a slave-holder 
myself, and, had the climate permitted me to have lived in the 
South, I should doubtless have been one still.” Dr. Olin was a leading 
member of the Alliance “‘ when it was formed,”—and is so still. 

The Rev. S. H. Cox, D. D., was Moderator of the New School 
General Assembly, that met in Philadelphia last spring. He 
promised that he would defend their honour in the Alliance, if he 
came to it; that if they were excluded, he would instantly leave 
the body, shaking off the dust of his feet against them.—Dr. S. H. 
Cox was a leading member of the Alliance at its formation, and 
is so still ; and the Alliance knew that he was the staunch ally 
and supporter of slave-holders at the time, for they were told this 
by one of its members. Dr. Cox declared that it would be better 
to have no Alliance than to exclude slave-holders from it; and the 
Alliance, at the dictation of such’men, consented to rescind their 
resolution touching the exclusion of slave-holders. I say, at the 
dictation of such men,—for, if these allies of American slave- 
holders had not protested, the resolution had never been ex- 
punged from the Record. They not only consented to erase that 
resolution, but to postpone the’ formation of a general organiza- 
tion of the Alliance; for, in consequence of the existence of 
slavery, and the opposition of the American brethen to exclud- 
ing slave-holders, as you sav,—“ The Alliance has actually been 
prevented from forming and settling its general organization.” 
So, after all the preparation for holding a world’s convention, to 
form an Evangelical Alliance, no such Alliance has been formed ; 
no General Alliance exists,—though one thousand ministers met, 
sat, and deliberated a fortnight to form it! 





Extract of Letier from the Rev. Andrew Reed, D. D., to the 
Commitiee of the Evangelical Alliance, giving his reasons for 
er ee from it, taken from the ** Nonconformist” of 28th 

ctober. 


Third Reason.—Undoubtedly the Alliance were at liberty to 
say whether they would deal with that (slavery) question. 'They 
resolved, however, to take action on it, and, in my judgment, 
the course pursued is the most objectionable that it was possible 
to adopt. The Conference resolved unanimously, and, under a 
strange extacy of mind, that slavery may be not only legal, but 
right; not only right, but in certain circumstances, beneficial 
even to the slave. They afterwards met to rescind that Resolu- 
tion ; not, be it observed, to meet the wishes of a small British 
party who might, on reflection, have thought that it yielded too 
much against the slave ; but, to satisfy a controlling party, who 
thought it yielded too little! And, finally, it stultified itself by 
agreeing to expunge its own minutes, and to persuade itself and 
the public that it had taken no action on a subject, on which, in 
fact, it had been more deeply engaged than on any other. 
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Woodcroft, Liverpool, 3d Dec., 1846. 


It is only this day that I have seen the “Report of the 
Conference (held at Manchester on the 4th November) 
of the British Branch of the Evangelical Alliance,” from 
which I give, with great pleasure, the following extract : 


“SECOND DAY'S SITTING. 


Sir Cutytine Earpiey Smirtu, having taken the 
chair, opened the business, by introducing the Rev. E. 
Bickersteth as the mover of a resolution on the admis- 
sion of slave-holders. 

“The Rev. Epwarp BicKERSTETH rose and moved 
the following 

“* Resolution, — That, whereas the provisional Com- 
mittee, during its session at Birmingham, resolved that 
no slave-holder should be invited to attend the meeting 
which was to be held in London for the formation of the 
Evangelical Alliance; and whereas it is known that 
some British subjects are holders of slaves, the British 
organization, in pursuance of the course adopted by the 
provisional ‘Committee, and upon mature deliberation of 
the whole case,—but without pronouncing any judgment 
on the personal christianity of slave-holders,—agrees to 
declare that no holder of a slave shall be eligible to its 
membership.” 

I also give, from the Anti-Slavery Reporter of 1st 
December, from (which the above extract is taken,) the 
followmg remarks in the leading article,—‘It is with 
sincere satisfaction that we record the gratifying fact, 
that the British District Organization of the Evangelical 
Alliance, recently formed at Manchester, has determined, 
by an almost unanimous vote, wholly to exclude slave- 
holders from its body.” 

“The number of Christian gentlemen present at the 
formation of the British Organization, representing all 
the leading denominations in this country, was, as we are 
informed, about five hundred ; of these only five dissented 
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from the resolution when the vote was taken. This most 
gratifying fact cannot fail to tell with amazing force on 
the truly Christian sections of the church in the United 
States.” 

I both hope, and JGelieve, that this fact will tell 
with great force on the churches in the United States ; 
and I can truly say, with the Anti-Slavery Reporter, that 
I “can co-operate honestly and heartily with all who 
sincerely seek the abolition of slavery, provided they do 
not require of us anything which mvolves the compro- 
raise of principle, or the use of weapons other than those 
of heavenly temper.” | 

But, also believing that, if the conference in London 
had boldly taken a division on the simple proposition, 
* that no slave-holder be admitted to any branch of the © 
Alliance,’ —that fact would have told with tenfold force 


on ‘the church of the United States’,—I have decided ~ 


to publish this little pamphlet, 22 proof, as it appears to 
me, of the correctness of the opinion in which, as I 
therein stated, I concurred with the Rev. E. Thoresby, 
that 

«The Alliance had compromised their true position, 
and had lost the finest opportunity that, in all proba- 
bility, would ever occur, to deal a death-blow to slavery 
in its stronghold.” 

I shall conclude these postscriptal remarks, in the 
words of the Rev. Albert Barnes, Presbyterian minister 
of Philadelphia, as quoted by the Anti-Slavery Reporter, 
which states that, when the various sections of the church 
in the United States shall do their duty, general eman- 
cipation must ensue. Mr. Barnes maintains, that if the 
simple example of the Quakers, in this country, were 
but followed,—‘“ Slavery would soon come to an end. 
There is not vital energy enough—there is not power 
of influence and nambers enough, out of the church— 
to sustain it. Let every religious denomination in 
the land detach itself from all connexion with slay- 
ery, without saying a word against others,—let the 
time come when, in all the mighty denominations of 
Christians, it can be announced that the evil with them 
hath ceased for ever ; and let the voice of each denomi- 
nation be lifted up in kind but firm and solemn testi- 
mony against the system, with no mealy words—with 
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no attempt at apology—with no effort to throw the 
sacred shield of religion over so great an evil—and— 
the work is done! ‘There is no public sentiment in the 
land—there could be none created—that would resist 
such a testimony. There is no power out of the church 
that could sustain slavery for an hour, if it were not 
sustained 7 it.” 

With this “suaviter in modo sed fortiter in re, ’?— 
this gentleness of manner with energy of matter, I earn- 
estly wish to unite myself; and I cordially tender my 
thanks to the Rev. Mr. Barnes for enabling me, so much 
better than I could myself have done, to express these 
sentiments and feelings. | 


RICHARD RATHBONE. 


PRINTED FOR G. AND J. ROBINSON, CASTLE-STRERY. 
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